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Abstract 
This study investigated common English language errors made by Kazakh and Russian First Language speakers. The study 
examined errors in a corpus of 32 compositions and 32 translations written by 32 participants. Errors were identified and classified 
into some categories. The seven most common errors committed by the participants were, pluralization, subject-verb agreement, 
omission or misuse of articles, wrong choice of words, omission or misuse of prepositions, spelling, misuse of like+Ving form. 
The study is important to educators and study material developers who should become aware of the kind of errors that their target 
learners make, so they can take into consideration while preparing the teaching material. For learners, error analysis is important 
as it shows the areas of difficulty in their writing. The pedagogical implications for future study are included at the end of this 
research paper. 
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1. Introduction 
The ability to write effectively is very important in second language acquisition. Good English writing competence 
is widely recognized as an efficient skill for educational, business and personal reasons. Writing is a difficult process 
which demands cognitive analysis and linguistic synthesis. It is twice harder to learn to write in a foreign language, 
and it takes time and effort to become skillful in writing. 
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 And, as the EF learners, Kazakh students also come across with writing difficulties. This study is going to be dealt 
with the Kazakhstani Kazakh, Russian speaking students in grade 6, who make a lot of errors in their writing 
production. These students have been studying English from their early ages and still, their errors are numerous. Hence, 
we have decided to conduct an error analysis, in order to know the sources of these errors and the reasons behind their 
continued occurrence. 
After having reviewed the literature, we noticed that there is not any study which had been done in terms of error 
analysis of 6th grade students of Kazakhstan who have been studying English since nursery. However, it is essential 
here to mention the fact that the language these students speak at home is mainly Kazakh and Russian, not English. 
The present study seeks to explore EFL learners’ major writing difficulties by analyzing the nature and distribution of 
their writing errors. Instructional strategies are then suggested that teachers can adopt a more effective approach to 
enhance students’ writing proficiency. 
2. Literature review on error analysis 
Error analysis is one of the most significant domains of second language acquisition. It examines errors made by 
L2 learners and Richard and Schmidt (2002) define it as the study and analysis of the errors made by second language 
learners. Research cites three approaches to the analysis of “learner English” namely, contrastive analysis, error 
analysis, and transfer analysis (Swan & Smith, 1995).Contrastive analysis compares the structures of two language 
systems and predicts errors. Transfer analysis, on the other hand, compares ‘learner English’ with L1 and attempts to 
explain the structure of those errors that can be traced to language transfer. Error analysis compares ‘learner English’ 
with English (L2) itself and judges how learners are ‘ignorant’.  
Again, the definition of error analysis is given by Brown (as cited in Ridha, 2012) defined error analysis as ‘the 
process to observe, analyze, and classify the deviations of the rules of the second languages and then to reveal the 
systems operated by learners’. 
Similarly, for Crystal (1999) error analysis in language teaching and learning is the study of the unacceptable forms 
produced by someone learning a language, especially a foreign language. And the present study focuses on error 
analysis. Making errors is one of the most unavoidable things in the world. Students in the process of learning 
language, profit from the errors that they make by obtaining feedback to make new attempts that successively 
approximate their desired object. 
According to Corder (1967), learners’ errors are important in and of themselves. For learners themselves, errors 
are indispensable, since the making of errors can be regarded as a device the learner uses in order to learn. Gass and 
Selinker (2001) define errors as ‘red flags’, that means they are warning signals, that provide evidence of the learner’s 
knowledge of the L2. 
The investigation of errors can be diagnostic and prognostic. It is diagnostic because it can tell us the learner’s state 
of the language (Corder,1967, in Richards, 1984) at a given point during the learning process and prognostic because 
it can tell course organizers to reorient language learning materials on the basis of the learners’ current problems 
(Richards,1984). 
Brown (2000) states that there are two main sources of errors, namely, interlingual errors and intralingual errors. 
Interlingual (Interference) errors are those errors that are traceable to first language interference. These are attributable 
to negative interlingual transfer. The term ‘interlingual’ was first introduced by Selinker (1972). He used this term to 
refer to the systematic knowledge of an L2 which is independent of both the learner’s L1 and the target language. 
Transfer is of two kinds: positive and negative. The transfer may prove to be justified because the structure of the 
languages is similar-this is called ‘positive transfer’ or ‘facilitation’, or it may prove unjustified because the structure 
of the two languages are different- that case is called ‘negative transfer’ or ‘interference’(Wilkins, 1972). 
Stenson (1974) states three main reasons for errors, namely, (1) incomplete acquisition of the target grammar, (2) 
exigencies of the learning /teaching situation, and (3) errors due to normal problems of language performance. Among 
the researchers who have worked on adult L2 learner’s errors Richards (1984) holds a prominent place. He has 
examined intralingual errors produced by speaker of Japanese, Chinese, Burmese, French, Czech, Polish, Tagalos, 
Maori, Maltese, and the major Indian and west African languages. He has found 6 types of intralingual errors which 
are: (1) errors in the production of verb groups, (2) errors in the distribution of verb groups, (3) errors in the use of 
prepositions, (4) errors in the use of articles, (5) errors in the use of questions, (6) miscellaneous errors.  
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In addition, Darus and Subramaniam (2009), using Corder’s (1967) model on error analysis, examined errors in a 
corpus of 72 essays written by 72 Malay students. They found that students’ errors were six types, (1) in singular/plural 
form, (2) verb tense, (3) word choice, (4) preposition, (5) subject-verb agreement, and (6) word order. Similarly, 
Huang (2001) investigated the nature and distribution kinds of grammatical errors made by 46 English majors a 
Taiwanese university. The identified errors were categorized into 13 error types. The top six common errors were (1) 
verb, (2) Noun, (3) Spelling, (4) Article, (5) Preposition, (6) Word choice. In all these three studies overgeneralization, 
ignorance of rule restrictions, simplification, incomplete application of rules and L1transfer were reported major 
causes of EFL learners’ errors. 
Thus, quite a good number of researchers have been conducted on error analysis of written production. But I believe 
that intensive attention is to be given first to 6th students so that learners can move forward to have satisfactory writing 
skills in English. This study aims at exploring and analyzing the common errors of 6th grade students of Kazakhstan. 
Research Questions: 
1. What type of common errors do 6th grade students make in their writing? 
2. What is the frequency rate of errors? 
3. Why do these errors occur? 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Research design 
The procedural analysis of Ellis (1994) of Error Analysis is followed in the study. The procedure has the following 
steps:
1. Collection of sample of learner language: composition and translation 
2. Identification of errors 
3. Description of errors 
4. Evaluation of errors. 
3.2. Participants 
The participants of the study are the 32 students of the 6th grade of ‘Arman’ school, Almaty city, Republic of 
Kazakhstan. All participants are the 12 year old learners of English from Kazakh and Russian background. The 
students have elementary level of English. 
Instrument 
First, students were asked to write a composition in English about the topic ‘My last summer holiday’. Secondly, 
students were required to translate from the Russian language into the English language a text about the same topic 
used in the written composition. This is considered a useful activity in order to check if the same errors made by the 
learners in the compositions appear again. 
4.  Results and discussion 
In this section, we present and discuss the findings of the study in light of its objectives. 
Research question 1: What type of common errors do 6th grade students of make in their writing? 
An analysis of each student’s writing indicated several errors. Task 1 and Task 2 were both studied and seven 
categories where the greatest number of errors occurred in this study were: (1) pluralization, (2) subject-verb 
agreement, (3) omission/misuse of articles, (4) wrong choice of words, (5) omission/misuse of prepositions, (6) 
spelling, (7) misuse of like+Ving. See Table 1for classification of error types. 
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Table1. Classification of error types 
Example of error identified Definition of error type 
Pluralization
My holidays were in Turkey. Plural form used where singular form was required. 
Subject-verb agreement 
We was happy to be there Subject-verb agreement was not used correctly. 
Omission/misuse of articles 
On the July I went abroad. Unnecessary insertion 
Wrong choice of words 
Some people like quit rest. The word quit is not appropriate word to be used here. 
Omission/misuse of prepositions 
At evening you can go to attraction park on trampline. Incorrect preposition was used with word evening. 
Spelling
There I enjoed fresh air, and beautifull new of nature. The words enjoyed and beautiful were spelled incorrectly. 
Misuse of like+Ving 
Most people like go somewhere. Infinitive without to was used instead of gerund after verb like. 
Research question 2, What is the frequency rate of errors? 
Table 2. A frequency rate and number of each error type from composition and translation 
 Error type Syntactic category Number/Percentage 
of errors from 
composition 
Number/Percentage of 
errors from translation 
a. Pluralization Morphology 18 /10.1 % 14/9.6 % 
b. Subject-verb agreement Syntax 18 / 10.1% 20/13.7% 
c. Omission/misuse of articles Morphology 6 / 3.3% 7/4.8% 
d. Wrong choice of words Morphology 23/12.9 % 20/13.7 % 
e. Omission/misuse of prepositions Syntax 35/19.7 % 30/20.6 % 
f. Spelling Morphology 39/22.7 % 29/20 % 
e. Misuse of like+Ving Syntax 38/21.2 % 25/17.6 % 
As it is seen from the Table 2, the frequency rate of errors range from composition is from 3.3% to 22.7% and the 
frequency rate of errors range from translation is from 4.8 % to 20.6 %. And there is no much difference between the 
frequency range of errors between composition and translation. 
Table 3. Frequency rate of error types taken from composition and translation 











Spelling  Misuse of 
like+Ving 
Translation 9.6 13.7 4.8 13.7 20.6 20 17.6 
Composition 10.1 10.1 19.7 12.9 19.7 22.7 21.2 
Table 3 shows the percentage of each type in a hierarchy of descending order. They are (1) pluralization, (2) 
subject-verb agreement, (3) omission or misuse of articles, (4) wrong choice of words, (5) omission or misuse of 
prepositions, (6) spelling, (7) misuse of like +Ving. This gives the impression that almost every students’ work consists 
of one error. Considering the level of learners, the percentage of errors is not high. 
291 Meruyert Seitova /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  232 ( 2016 )  287 – 293 
Table 4. Error analysis according to lexical and grammatical errors from composition and translation 
 Lexical errors Grammatical errors 
Translation 33.7% 66.3 % 
Composition 35.6 % 64.4% 
Errors related with lexical knowledge (word choice, spelling) accounted from composition is 35.6 % and lexical 
knowledge accounted from translation is 33.7%. Other grammatical errors (pluralization, preposition, article, subject-
verb agreement, verb form) accounted from composition is 64.4% and grammar errors accounted from translation is 
66.3 %. 
Table 4, illustrates the error analysis according to lexical and grammatical errors and also this study displays a 
greater number of errors in the process of construction of their L2. From the data obtained from the learners, 32 
compositions, and 32 translations were analyzed. A total amount of 322 errors were extracted. Seven types of common 
errors have been identified. They are: (1) pluralization, (2) subject-verb agreement, (3) omission/misuse of articles, 
(4) wrong choice of words, (5) omission/misuse of prepositions, (6) spelling, (7) misuse of like+Ving. 
Research question 3: Why do these errors occur?  
The 6th grades' compositions and translations showed that many errors are made in aspects of English as well, such 
as morphology and syntax. Errors that were investigated were: (1) pluralization, (2) subject-verb agreement, (3) 
omission/misuse of articles, (4) wrong choice of words, (5) omission/misuse of prepositions, (6) spelling, (7) misuse 
of like+Ving. 
 First, the errors in using plural form of nouns suggest the L1 influence. In many instances, the noun holiday was 
used in plural form like holidays. It is because of the Russian language influence as well all participants know Russian 
and the word holiday is used in plural form in Russian as kanikuly. Second, when it comes to subject-verb agreement, 
students face difficulties like in the following example: 
Somebody go sea and enjoy swimming and sunbathing crazing about adventure and new place. 
This kind of errors are different from prepositions and pluralization because they show the sign of 
overgeneralization, rather than transfer. 
Third, since Kazakh and Russian languages do not have an article system, it is natural for omission or misuse of 
articles. For example,’ I went to the Finland in july with parents ans little sister’, here is the most frequently made 
error which is to use definite article before proper noun and omission of indefinite articles where necessary. Fourth, 
wrong choice of words suggest the students lack knowledge of vocabulary. In many instances, the verb take was used 
instead of the verb pick up. Here is the example: 
We went to the forest and took raspberries. 
Fifth, omission or misuse of preposition, the presence of preposition system in Russian and absence of preposition 
in Kazakh causes big problem among Kazakhstani learners of English. This can be seen from the following examples. 
x Someone go on the sea and enjoy sunbathing, swimming in golden sand beaches of south. 
x This summer we went to the fishing and camping. 
x At evening you can go to attraction park on trampline. 
Sixth, spelling errors occur because English words are not pronounced as spelled and it is quite different from 
Kazakh and Russian spelling systems. The spelling errors include: 
x Not using capital letters where they should be used in English, for example, I went to the Finland in july with 
parents ans little sister. In this example the word ‘july’must be written in capital letter according to English 
spelling system; 
x Attaching –ed ending to the preposition without realizing that –ed ending is added only to regular verbs. For 
example, We went to the forest and pick uped raspberries. 
x Doubling the letter ‘l’ with the adjective ‘beautiful’, like ‘beautifull’. 
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Last, the misuse of like+Ving suggests that the learners knew very little about like +Ving because almost all learners 
misused this construction both in their compositions and translations. For instance, A lot of people like go somewhere 
on the holidays.
According to the present study, the general findings indicate that the participants present similar problems with 
most of the types of errors both in composition and translation. The results of the present study reveal that spelling 
was the most common error which could be found in the students’ written work, with the total of 68 errors recorded. 
The analysis of occurrence of this type of error revealed that poor spelling arouse in both composition and translation. 
Students made almost similar errors in their writing. These findings may suggest that poor spelling was a major 
learning difficulty for all participants. However, some spelling errors appear to be the result of carelessness in writing 
rather than a lack of knowledge. 
5. Implications of findings on language learning 
Language learning is a long process during which errors are to be expected. Errors show that learning is in progress. 
Error analysis is an essential aid to identify and explain difficulties faced by learners. Candling (2001) considers the 
L2 learners’ errors as potentially important for understanding of the process of language learning. Findings on error 
analysis can be used to determine what a learner still needs to be taught. They provide with key features about what 
is lacking in learners’ competence. The findings of the present study point out the significance of learners’ errors for 
they provide evidence of how language is learned and what strategies or procedures the learners are employing in 
learning the language. For example, this study shows that spelling and preposition errors are the most common errors 
for this language group studied. However, “We should be aware that different types of written material may produce 
a different distribution of error or a different set of error types” (Corder, 1974:126). Thus, teachers should train and 
guide the learners to use the appropriate strategies to become better language users. 
The implication of error analysis to language learning and teaching can also be viewed from the aspect of language 
teachers and curriculum designers. Findings from error analysis provide feedback, they also show the teachers 
effectiveness of their teaching. Error analysis presents a reliable feedback to design teaching methods and material. 
Stark (2001:19) observes that teachers need to view students “errors positively and should not regard them as the 
learners” failure to grasp the rules and structures of English, but they should view the errors as a process of learning. 
Errors, if studied systematically, can maintain convincing perception how a second language is learned. If language 
educators know about these points, there is a great prospect that the learning of English will be strengthened. 
6. Conclusion 
The results from the study show that L1 influence plays great role in the L2 writing for learners of both Russian 
and Kazakh background. Generally, data collected presents the importance of L1 semantic structure in second 
language acquisition. However, we do not claim that the only reason of having errors because of L1 influence. Errors 
can be caused of language mixing, proficiency levels in L2, literary skills in L1, social factors, individual variations 
– affect the process of second language learning but, most probably, to different degrees (Kellerman,1983; 
Ringbom,1987; Odlin,1989; Gass and Schachter, 2004). And these factors might be considered while teaching. It is 
obvious that writing in a foreign language is not an easy task. And also writing is the advanced stage of learning 
language. Though, a significant progress may not be easily achievable within limited time, enhancement of writing 
proficiency can be anticipated if teachers have better understanding of their students’ writing difficulties and prepare 
themselves with effective instructional strategies, which integrate reading , writing as well vocabulary and grammar 
in skillful way. The language is achieved when all language skills integrate with each other. 
Finally, I argue that this kind of research is on-going and therefore no definite conclusions can be made because 
teaching and learning are both complex processes. While the results of the present study have given the notion to what 
types of errors are made by Kazakh and Russian learners of English of 6th grade, the findings can only be considered 
as suggestive. 
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